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1. INTRODUCTION

MCI WoridCom, Inc. (MCI WoridCom),' pursuant to Sections 1.415 and 1.419 of the

rules and regulations ofthe Federal Communications Commission (FCC), hereby submits its

Reply and Opposition in response to the Fixed Wireless Communications Coalition's (FWCC's)

Request for Declaratory Ruling and Petition for Rulemaking in the above-referenced

proceeding' seeking to amend the FCC's licensing, frequency assigmnent and coordination

regime for fixed satellite service operators (FSS) in bands shared with point-to-point fixed

services (FS).

MCI WoridCom strongly opposes the FWCC Petition and supports the oppositions filed

by the Satellite Industry Association (SIA), GE American Communications, Inc. (GE), Sprint

Corporation (Sprint), the Satellite Communications Division of the Telecommunications

Industry Association (TIA), Home Box Office (HBO), Iridium, L.L.C. (Iridium), Skybridge,

1 Mel WorldCom, a global provider of telecommunications services, operates several large gateway earth stations
and numerous VSAT stations in the C Band.
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L.L.C. (Skybridge), Corporate Satellite Communications, Inc. (CSC), Williams

Communications, Inc. (Williams), and McKibben Communications (McKibben) to dismiss the

FWCC Petition and maintain the existing policies for earth station licensing and coordination.

As demonstrated by the total absence of support for the FWCC petition, there is no public

interest rationale for adoption of the proposal. In fact, the adoption ofthe FWCC proposal will

disrupt the provision of international telecommunications and will serve only to create

burdensome regulation on the FSS. The existing differences in the regulations governing the

diversity and coordination ofFS and the FSS stations are not an indication of favorable

treatment for earth station licensees but merely a recognition of the distinct nature of the

technologies and operations of the two services.

II. DISCUSSION

A. The Proposal Would Jeopardize the Provision ofInternational Service by U.S.
Carriers

MCI WorldCom strongly supports Sprint's view that the FWCC proposal will disrupt

the provision of international telecommunications services by U.S. carriers using satellite

facilities.' For example, if the FCC, as requested, institutes limits on frequency authorizations to

the earth stations, these operations will be restricted from accessing necessary space segment.

Consequently, circuits for services between the United States and a foreign country assigned by a

space segment provider (like INTELSAT) may not be accessible by a U.S. carrier because the

earth station authorization does not extend to the particular frequency. Adoption of this policy

would effectively prevent U.S. carriers from obtaining the circuits required to provide

2 Request for Declaratory Ruling on Partial-Band Licensing ofEarth Stations in the Fixed Satellite Service that
Share Terrestrial Spectrum. Petition for Rule Making to Set Loading Standards For Earth Stations in the Fixed
Service, RM-9649 (filed May 5, 1999).
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international service. Instead, the public interest requires that the FCC retain its full band

licensing regime for earth stations. This regime is necessitated by the need ofD.S. carriers to

coordinate globally for circuits and accept frequency assigmnents by space segment providers. It

also allows earth station operators to adjust to shifts in demand for services and to use capacity

for restoration of service in cases of outages" These additional functions of satellite services

would not be served if earth station operations are treated the same as FS stations. In regards to

FS terrestrial stations, there is no need for full band licensing because this service is not subject

to the same outages as the FSS and there is rarely any increase in demand that requires the use of

additional spectrum.

B. Critical Differences in Operation and Utilization of Spectrum by the FSS and
FS Mandate Different Regulatory Treatment

As SIA notes, the unique operational, technical and economic characteristics of earth

station operations require different regulatory treatment than that of stations operating in the FS.'

The technical and economic realities of satellite operations have set the ground for the FCC's

existing earth station licensing rules. Multi-billion dollar investments in space segment and in

ground segment facilities require regulatory flexibility, in order for the spectrum to be used

efficiently" Ifthe FCC adopted the FWCC proposal on loading requirements and frequency use

limitations, the use of radio spectrum for FSS and FS would not be maximized as FWCC argues.

Instead, the adoption of such proposal would render satellite capacity unusable at certain earth

stations.

3 See Sprint Communications Opposition at 2 (filed July 12, 1999).
4 See GE American Communications Opposition at 10 (filed July 12, 1999) (GE Opposition).
5 See Satellite Industry Association Opposition at 3 (SIA Opposition); See also McKibben Communications
Opposition at 2 (stressing that flexibility is a fundamental requirement for a viable satellite operation).
6 MCIW has invested millions of dollars in displacing its gateway stations; See also GE Opposition at 5 (stating that
satellite users have a very strong incentive to use bandwidth efficiently).
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Further, in contrast with the rules governing earth station operations, the regulations

currently imposed on FS stations are appropriate because of the operational characteristics of that

service.' For example, for a point-to-point operation, the FCC's bandwidth limitations are

reasonable and aIlow fuIl operation of the station. In addition, the FCC has al10cated a

substantial amount of unshared bandwidth to the FS. Similarly, the sharing arrangements

between satel1ite operators and terrestrial operators have been successful1y implemented and do

not disadvantage either FS operators or FSS operations. As TIA indicated, the expansive growth

of wireless and space-based telecommunications services is due, at least in part, to the ability of

the FSS and the FS to efficiently share spectrum. 8

Contrary to FWCC's bald assertions, satel1ite operators and FS operators are on a level

playing field with regard to coordination. Although FSS earth station operators are permitted to

coordinate with FS operators every time a subsequent application for an FS use is filed, this

requirement only authorizes the earth station operators to investigate new interference concerns

and whether to refrain from waving their interference rights. The FWCC proposal will deny earth

station operators the opportunity to review subsequent FS station applications for interference

purposes and wiIl compel them to accept harmful interference if they have waived their rights in

an earlier coordination. If such a situation is created, it wil1 encourage earth station operators,

who are first to receive authority to operate at a specific frequency and location, to refuse to grant

any initial waivers, even where interference is insignificant, in order to protect against the forced

7 See GE Opposition, at 7.
8 See Satellite Communications Division of the Telecommunications Industry Association Opposition, at 2 (filed
July 12, 1999) (TIA Opposition).
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acceptance of harmful interference by future FS stations.' The FCC's present rules do not

encourage such arbitrary behavior, but instead promote cooperation in the coordination process. 10

C. The New Rules Will Be Burdensome For Earth Station Operators And The FCC

The FCC has recently recognized that the FSS has been overregulatedll and the adoption

ofthe petition would frustrate the FCC's recent efforts to simplify and streamline earth station

authorizations.!2 For example, under the FWCC proposal, earth station licensees would have to

file for modifications of their authorizations everytime they sought to use additional frequencies

beyond the authorized bandwidth. As a result, the FCC would be subject to the burdensome

requirement of acting on every modification of each earth station authorization. Institution of

such a process would be time consuming and would delay the ability of earth stations operators

to use the needed bandwidth capacity on a timely basis. 13 In addition, such an approach would

directly contravene the FCC's goals to increase efficiency, reduce unnecessary paperwork and

eliminate cumbersome and outdated regulations.!4 Additional costs would also be accrued from

the coordination analysis required every time an authorization modification for use of additional

frequencies is filled. Such costs would increase the cost of satellite communications and may

stagger its development.!5

9 See Williams Communications Opposition, at 3 (filed July 12, 1999) (Williams Opposition), Skybridge
Opposition, at 5 (filed July 12,1999) and HBO Opposition, at 2 (filed July 12, 1999).
10 See Williams Opposition, at 3.
II See Public Notice, Commission Launches Earth Station Streamlining Initiative, DA 99-1259 (reI. Jun. 25,1999);
See also Streamlining the Commission's Rules and Regulations for Satellite Application and Licensing Procedures,
Report and Order, II FCC Red. 21581 (1996) (Streamlining Order).
12 See id.
13 See GE Opposition, at II.
14 See Streamlining Order, II FCC Red. at 21581, para. I
15 See GE Opposition, at II.
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III. CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, MCI WorldCom strongly urges the FCC to deny the FWCC

Petition. Retention of the current rules governing the licensing, frequency assignment and

coordination regime governing shared frequency bands between FSS earth stations and FS

stations will best serve the public interest.

Respectfully submitted,

MCI Wo dCo , Inc.

By

Robert S. Koppel
Jennifer A. Manner
MCI WoridCom, Inc.
1133 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 736-6051 (phone)
(202) 736- 6083 (fax)

July 26, 1999
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